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Abstract 
This study aims at investigating whether engineering students have any methodological preferences in their English 
classes. The effort was also made to find out if there is any link between the learners  gender and their ELT 
preferences. To do this, 243 engineering students at Islamic Azad University were chosen and a modified 
questionnaire was given. The data analysis showed that the students have some preferences which help them with 
language learning. The results also revealed that there is a growing tendency to oral skills among engineering 
students. According to the data attained, gender didn t seem to affect the student s preferences except for the fact that 
males preferred to be corrected immediately in front of others while females mostly preferred to be corrected later in 
private. Also, male students preferred to be aware of their knowledge showing success in real-life situations while 
female students wanted to be aware of their knowledge through success in written tasks prepared by teachers. In the 
end, some pedagogical implications were made. 
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1. Introduction 
     The shift of focus from an instructional attitude to a learner-oriented approach has made it an essential 
task to understand the way learners learn. Literature abound with works regarding learning styles ranging 
from visual learners to those enjoying individual learning and those learning better in interaction. 
     Thus, teachers who wish to gain desirable outcomes should try to employ methods which match with 
the styles and strategies of their students. 
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     It has been frequently shown that passivity, being discouraged, and poor test results are observed when 
learning strategies are not supported by teachers' methodologies. Need analysis, in the process of 
language learning, is known as the cornerstone on which appropriate teaching strategies are implemented 
for a preferred methodology. As Ellis (2003:345-6) puts the view: "need analysis is a procedure for 
establishing the specific needs of language learners". So it seems crucial to find out the strategies and 
preferences of language learners, hoping that such information can help teachers, in general, and Iranian 
EFL teachers, in particular.  
2. Need analysis 
Different scholars have taken the term "need analysis" from a different perspective. Some scholars 
believe that the information may be collected formally or informally before the course and after the 
course has started. 
This information may include learners, types of communicative tasks, learning styles, and so on. 
 However, Richards (2001) mostly focuses on the reasons why need analysis is performed. 
 He mentions four areas on which data may be obtained as follows: 
a- The situations in which a language will be used. 
b- The purposes for which a language is needed. 
c- The types of commun  
d- The level of proficiency required. 
     According to Tudor (1996:701), "an NA approach is more useful when learners  needs are linked to a 
discrete set of communicative situations". 
     Tudor (ibid) also believers that course content should be based on analysis of the situations in which 
the learner will be required to use the language. 
3. Learner involvement; a learner-centered approach 
      The idea of learner-centered education has been called upon increasingly for years. It holds the view 
that learners should be able to make pedagogical decisions by being trained in the skills required. 
     The learner is central in the learning process. They learn primarily because of what they bring to their 
classroom experience in terms of their preferred needs. According to Campbell and Keyszewska (1992), 
learners can also produce materials and provide realia for the classroom. Teachers, on the other hand, are 
seen as facilitators, helpers, and resources. 
     Brown (2000) lists several characteristics of learner-centered teaching which are based on related 
rationales such as cognitive and humanistic psychology, linguistics, and sociolinguistics perspectives. 
     Broady and Kenning (1996) argue that greater autonomy might not be achieved without engaging 
students in taking responsibility for the organization and conduct of their learning. 
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4. Objectives of the study 
     The present study aimed at answering the following questions. 
1) Do engineering students have any ELT pedagogical preferences which assist them in the 
learning process? 
2) Are these preferences (if any) affected by the learners  gender? 
5. Method 
5.1. Participants 
      The subjects who participated in this study were 243 engineering students at Islamic Azad University 
of Ilkhchi of which 143 were male and 97 were female students. 
      The students ranged between 18-26 years of age. 
      They were studying in 3 fields of Electronics, Computer, and Architecture. 
5.2. Instruments 
      The data for this study were collected through a questionnaire adopted from Nunan (1999). Each item 
in the questionnaire explores a particular l2 topic. However, they can be categorized into three major 
classes:  Learning, Error Correction, and Evaluation. 
6. Data analysis 
      Results concerning each item in the questionnaire are presented in tables with the gender percentage 
along with chi-square tests to determine the effect of gender. Khido test was employed. In this test if the 
significance level was less than 0.05, there will be correlation between the items. 
6.1. Using audio-visual facilities and gender 
As it can be observed the significance level of test (0.561) is more than 0.05. So this can mean that this 
preference is almost independent from gender and they don t have a significant relation.  
 
Table (1): Parentage of audio-visual preference with gender distinction 
 
 Gender Total Male Female 
"Audio              Computer-TV- Video-Film      Count          
Visual                                                                 Expected Count  
Facilities                                                             % within gender 
Preferred" 
121 
120.1 
82.3% 
75 
76.0 
80.6% 
196 
196.0 
81.7% 
                               Radio                                   Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
2 
1.2 
1.4% 
0 
.8 
.0% 
2 
2.0 
.8% 
                               Tapes                                   Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
2 
3.7 
1.4% 
4 
2.3 
4.3% 
6 
6.0 
2.5% 
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                               Written material                  Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
10 
10.4 
6.8% 
7 
6.6 
7.5% 
17 
17.0 
7.1% 
                                Board                                  Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
3 
3.7 
2.0% 
3 
2.3 
3.2% 
6 
6.0 
2.5% 
                                Posters/Imaged                   Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
7 
5.5 
4.8% 
2 
3.5 
2.2% 
9 
9.0 
3.8% 
                                Others                                 Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
2 
2.5 
1.4% 
2 
1.6 
2.2% 
4 
4.0 
1.7% 
Total                                                                   Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
147 
147.0 
100.0% 
93 
93.0 
100.0% 
240 
240.0 
100.0% 
 
Chi-Square Tests (1) 
  
 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 4.866a 6 .561 
Likelihood Ratio 5.569 6 .473 
Linear-by-Linear    
Association .024 1 .876 
N of Valid Cases 240   
a.  9 cells (64.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .78. 
 
6.2. Inclination toward assignment outside class/gender 
The significance level observed on table (2) below that is 0.49 is more than 0.05, so the preferences are 
independent from gender. There seems to be no relation between their tendency to be assigned homework 
as out-of-class tasks and their gender. 
 
Table (2): Parentage of inclination toward out-of-class tasks/gender 
 
 Gender Total Male Female 
"Inclination              yes                                      Count          
toward                                                                 Expected Count  
out of                                                                  % within gender 
class tasks" 
91 
88.4 
61.9 
54 
56.6 
57.4% 
145 
145.0 
60.2% 
                               No                                        Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
56 
58.6 
38.1% 
40 
37.4 
42.6% 
96 
96.0 
39.8% 
 Total                                                                  Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
147 
147.0 
100.0% 
94 
94.0 
100.0% 
241 
241.0 
100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests (2) 
 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Asymp. Sig.  
(2-sided) 
Exact  
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .475b 1 .490   
Continuity Correction .308 1 .579   
Likelihood Ratio .474 1 .491   
Fisher s Exact Test    .503 .289 
Linear-by-Linear      
Association .473 1 .491   
N of Valid Cases 241     
a. 2 table 
b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 37.44 
6.3. Tendency to learn Skills/gender 
Based on table (3), the significance level of 0.729 is more than 0.05. The dependence between two 
issues is rejected and no relation between their gender and tendency to learn skills is reported. 
 
Table (3): Parentage of tendency to learn skills/gender 
 
 Gender Total Male Female 
"Inclination            speaking/listening         Count     
to                            with words                    Expected Count     
Learn skills"                                                 % within  gender 
102 
100.5 
67.5% 
61 
62.5 
64.9% 
163 
163.0 
66.5% 
                               Reading/Writing            Count 
                               with grammar                Expected Count  
                                                                      % within gender   
36 
35.7 
23.8% 
22 
22.3 
23.4% 
58 
58.0 
23.7% 
                               Others                           Count 
                                                                     Expected Count  
                                                                     % within gender 
 
13 
14.8 
8.6% 
11 
9.2 
11.7% 
24 
24.0 
9.8% 
Total                                                             Count 
                                                                     Expected Count  
                                                                     % within gender 
151 
151.0 
100.0% 
94 
94.0 
100.0% 
245 
245.0 
100.0% 
 
Chi-Square Tests (3) 
 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .634a 2 .729 
Likelihood Ratio .621 2 .733 
Linear-by-Linear    
Association .432 1 .511 
N of Valid Cases 245     
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6.4. Satisfaction from proficiency and gender 
The significance level observed below is 0.188 which is more than 0.05. This means that gender 
 
 
Table (4): Satisfaction from proficiency and gender  
 
 Gender Total Male Female 
Proficiency             yes                                  Count         
satisfaction                                                    Expected Count          
                                                                      % within gender         
40 
44.6 
26.5% 
32 
27.4 
34.4% 
72 
72.0 
29.5% 
                               No                                   Count 
                                                                       Expected Count  
                                                                       % within gender 
111 
106.4 
73.5% 
61 
65.6 
65.6% 
172 
172.0 
70.5% 
 Total                                                              Count 
                                                                        Expected Count  
                                                                        % within gender 
151 
151.0 
100.0% 
94 
93.0 
100.0% 
244 
244.0 
100.0% 
 
Chi-Square Tests (4)  
 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Asymp. Sig.  
(2-sided) 
Exact  
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 1.735b 1 .188   
Continuity Correction 1.375 1 .241   
Likelihood Ratio 1.718 1 .190   
Fisher s Exact Test    .196 .121 
Linear-by-Linear      
Association 1.728 1 .189   
N of Valid Cases 244                             
a.  
b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 27.44 
6.5. Methods for being aware of  knowledge/gender 
As it is seen below, an amount of 0.041 is less than 0.05 and this shows that gender and preference to 
be aware of knowledge are significantly related. 
 
Table (5): Percentage of methods to be aware of knowledge/gender  
 Gender Total Male Female 
The way to be             Written tasks                  Count        
Aware of                                                            Expected Count     
knowledge                                                         % within gender     
54 
61.5 
37.5% 
46 
38.5 
51.1% 
100 
100.0 
42.7% 
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                                    Real-life                         Count 
                                                                           Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender 
90 
82.5 
62.5% 
44 
51.5 
48.9% 
134 
134.0 
57.3% 
 Total                                                                  Count 
                                                                           Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender 
144 
144.0 
100.0% 
90 
90.0 
100.0% 
234 
234.0 
100.0% 
 
Chi-Square Tests (5)  
 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Asymp. Sig.  
(2-sided) 
Exact  
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 4.193b 1 .041   
Continuity Correction 3.655 1 .056   
Likelihood Ratio 4.183 1 .041   
Fisher s Exact Test    .043 .028 
Linear-by-Linear      
Association 4.175 1 .041   
N of Valid Cases 234     
a.  
b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 38.46 
 
6.6. Preferred material to develop oval skill/gender 
The significance level of 0.909>0.05 rejects any relation between gender and material preferred to 
develop oral skill. 
 
Table (6): Percentage of Preferred materials to improve oval skills/gender  
  
 Gender Total Male Female 
"methods                         Giving Lectures         Count 
To develop                                                         Expected Count  
Oral skills"                                                         % within gender  
73 
73.4 
50.3% 
46 
45.6 
51.1% 
119 
119.0 
50.6% 
                                        Attending lectures      Count 
                                                                           Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender 
72 
71.6 
49.7% 
44 
44.4 
48.9% 
116 
116.0 
49.4% 
 Total                                                                  Count 
                                                                           Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender 
145 
145.0 
100.0% 
90 
90.0 
100.0% 
235 
235.0 
100.0% 
 
Chi-Square Tests (6) 
 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Asymp. Sig.  
(2-sided) 
Exact  
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .013 b 1 .909   
Continuity Correction .000 1 1.000   
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Likelihood Ratio .013 1 .909   
Fisher s Exact Test    1.000 .508 
Linear-by-Linear      
Association 0.013 1 .909   
N of Valid Cases 23.5     
a.  
b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 44.43 
 
 
6.7. Learning environment/gender 
As it can be observed beneath, the significance level of 0.811>0.05 rejects any meaningful relation 
between learning environment and gender. 
 
Table (7): Percentage of learning environment preference/gender  
 
 Gender Total Male Female 
Learning                 All in class                          Count        
environment                                                       Expected Count     
 % within gender    
43 
42.8 
50.3% 
26 
26.2 
28.3% 
69 
69.0 
28.5% 
                               Sometime inside                  Count 
                               and sometime outside          Expected Count    
                               class                                    % within gender    
90 
88.6 
60.0% 
53 
54.4 
57.6% 
143 
143.0 
59.1% 
                               Others                                 Count 
                                                                           Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender 
17 
18.6 
11.3% 
13 
11.4 
141.1% 
30 
30.0 
12.4% 
 Total                                                                  Count 
                                                                           Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender 
150 
150.0 
100.0% 
92 
92.0 
100.0% 
242 
242.0 
100.0% 
Chi-Square Tests (7)  
 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .418a 2 .811 
Likelihood Ratio .413 2 .813 
Linear-by-Linear    
Association .152 1 .697 
N of Valid Cases 242   
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6.8. Preferred learning styles/gender 
A significance level of 0.614>0.05 as shown in table (8) and chi-Square below does not convey any 
significant link between gender and preferred learning styles. 
 
 
Table (8): Percentage of inclination toward learning/gender 
 
 Gender Total Male Female 
"learning                  audio                                  Count          
Strategies"                                                          Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender 
20 
17.9 
13.2% 
9 
11.1 
9.6% 
29 
29.0 
11.8% 
                               Reading                                Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
25 
24.7 
16.6% 
15 
15.3 
16.0% 
40 
40.0 
16.3% 
                               Repeating                             Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
16 
19.7 
10.6% 
16 
12.3 
17.0% 
32 
32.0 
13.1% 
                               Repeating and note taking   Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
40 
38.2 
26.5% 
22 
23.8 
23.4% 
62 
62.0 
25.3% 
                                Writing and                         Count 
                                 learning  grammar              Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
14 
12.3 
9.3% 
6 
7.7 
6.4% 
20 
20.0 
8.2% 
                                Conversation                       Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
35 
36.4 
23.2% 
24 
22.6 
25.5% 
59 
59.0 
24.1% 
                                Giving lectures                   Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
1 
1.8 
.7% 
2 
1.2 
2.1% 
3 
3.0 
1.2% 
Total                                                                    Count 
                                                                            Expected Count  
                                                                            % within gender 
151 
151.0 
100.0% 
94 
94.0 
100.0% 
245 
245.0 
100.0% 
 
Chi-Square Tests (8)  
 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 4.463a 6 .614 
Likelihood Ratio 4.418 6 .620 
Linear-by-Linear    
Association .281 1 .596 
N of Valid Cases 245   
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6.9. Preferred error-correction options/gender 
As shown below on Chi-Square Test (9), a significance level of 0.035 which is less than 0.05 shows 
that gender is meaningfully correlated with options for being corrected. 
 
Table (9): Percentage of error-correction methods/gender  
 
 Gender Total Male Female 
Preferred                     Immediately                   Count         
error-correction           in front of others            Expected Count     
options                                                               % within gender    
49 
40.1 
32.7% 
16 
24.9 
17.2% 
65 
65.0 
26.7% 
                                    Later in                           Count 
                                    Front of others                Expected Count    
                                                                            % within gender   
35 
35.2 
23.3% 
22 
21.8 
23.7% 
57 
57.0 
23.5% 
                                    Later in private                Count 
                                                                           Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender 
47 
50.6 
31.3% 
35 
31.4 
37.6% 
82 
82.0 
33.7% 
                                    others                             Count 
                                                                           Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender 
19 
24.1 
12.7% 
20 
14.9 
21.5% 
39 
39.0 
160.0% 
 Total                                                                  Count 
                                                                           Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender 
150 
150.0 
100.0% 
93 
93.0 
100.0% 
243 
243.0 
100.0% 
 
 
 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests (9)  
 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 8.604a 3 .035 
Likelihood Ratio .413 3 .031 
Linear-by-Linear 8.129 1 .004 
Association    
N of Valid Cases 243   
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6.10. Methods to learn words/gender 
The significance level as reported below is 0.86>0.05 that rejects our hypothesis, that is, no relation 
exists between the subjects  gender and methods to learn words. 
 
 
 
Table (10): Percentage of Word-learning strategies/gender  
 
 Gender Total Male Female 
Word-learning                Using words               Count 
 strategies                        in sentences               Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender    
                         
49 
40.1 
32.7% 
16 
24.9 
17.2% 
65 
65.0 
26.7% 
                                        Thinking about           Count 
                                        known and                  Expected Count  
                                        Unknown words        % within gender     
17 
17.3 
11.3% 
11 
10.7 
11.8% 
28 
28.0 
11.5% 
                                         Repeating and           Count 
                                         writing new               Expected Count  
                                         words                        % within gender 
47 
45.1 
31.3% 
26 
27.9 
28.0% 
73 
73.0 
30.0% 
                                        Avoiding literal         Count 
                                         translation                 Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender 
4 
4.3 
2.7% 
3 
2.7 
3.2% 
7 
7.0 
2.9% 
                                        Guessing new            Count 
                                        words in text              Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender 
5 
60.2 
3.3% 
5 
3.8 
5.4% 
10 
10.0 
4.1% 
                                        Reading text              Count 
                                        without using             Expected Count  
                                        dictionaries                % within gender 
14 
14.2 
9.3% 
9 
8.8 
9.7% 
23 
23.0 
9.5% 
                                         Others                       Count 
                                                                           Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender 
7 
9.3 
4.7% 
8 
5.7 
8.6% 
15 
15.0 
6.2% 
 Total                                                                  Count 
                                                                           Expected Count  
                                                                           % within gender 
150 
150.0 
100.0% 
93 
93.0 
100.0% 
243 
243.0 
100.0% 
 
Chi-Square Tests (10) 
 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 2.579 a 6 .860 
Likelihood Ratio 2.519 6 .866 
Linear-by-Linear    
Association 1.349 1 .245 
N of Valid Cases 243   
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Findings and Conclusions 
      The findings obtained from this study provide some significant value, suggesting that: 
 Engineering students have certain pedagogical preferences in ELT classes that assist them in 
learning the language. 
 They like to work in pairs and small groups. 
 Outside-classroom activities were favored by a significant number of students. 
 Oral skills were preferred while some preferred to work on written texts. 
 Vocabulary learning for students is not a passive activity. The most significant way of mastering 
new words is in fact using them in a sentence. 
 Engineering students like to use their knowledge internationally and communicatively e.g. talk 
with and listen to other students as well as giving lectures. 
 They showed tendency to learn by computer and TV programs rather than working merely on 
written texts. 
This study can, on the first hand, assist the learners in learning process. Teachers can be aware of 
their learners  needs, capabilities, potentials-and preferences in order to teach effectively. The results 
obtained have also call for a step forward towards teacher-student co-operation in designing 
materials. In the end, researchers may be suggested to do the same study in a larger scale with a 
larger population considering other factors like level of proficiency, field of study, and college 
seniority. 
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